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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 9/23/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

With respect to the applicants' arguments concerning claims 2 (page 8, lines 12- 
14), 3 (lines 6-10 and 5 (lines 1-4), the examiner notes that these arguments are not 
clear as to what parts or limitations of the claims that prior art fails to show, teach or 
suggest, the arguments just argued that the cited passages fail, no specific reasons 
provided. 

The examiner tries to show again, why the cited column meets the limitations as 
claimed: 

Re. claim 2: The applicants argued that Matsumura et al (US 5,835,144), col. 9, 
lines 45-49, which states "If an error occurred in the variable-length decoding, the 
source decoder 15 replaces entire macroblock from the point of error up to the 
resynchronization point with the equivalent macroblocks from the previous frame in the 
moving picture sequence fails to teach or suggest "upon detecting a decoding 
error... the position of said decoding error in said coded video stream is decided based 
on an error detection result received and error concealment is selectively performed 
based on said decided position of said decoding error." of claim 2 (page 8, lines 1-14). 
It is the examiner's interpretation that "the position of error of said decoding error is 
decided based on error detection" (error occurred in the variable length decoding, the 
point of error = position of error is decided) and then "error concealment is selectively 
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performed based on said position of said decoding error'', this is met by the replacement 
of entire macroblocks from the point of error up to the resynchronization point. The 
examiner will clarify his point again when the applicants can be more specific about 
what parts of the claims that Matsumura et al does not meet. 

Re claim 3: The applicants argued that Matsumura et al fails to teach or suggest 
and then the Office Action failed to establish prima facie obviousness of claim 2 and 
again, the argument does not specifically state why. Claim 3 claims "based on said 
error detection result received together with each data stream and the position of said 
decoding error detected in the decoding of each of data stream, it is decided whether to 
perform error concealment using decoded motion vector or abandon said motion 
vectors and said texture data and perform concealment". The. examiner interprets the 
above limitation as that error concealment is performed with or without using motion 
vector and in the 103 rejection, it is reasoned that, since Matsumura et al teaches inter 
frame prediction and motion compensation and because when error occurred in the 
variable-length decoding, there is a fair chance that error contaminates the motion 
vector and if that is the case, motion vector and associated texture data should be 
abandon in any following error concealment effort to avoid further error propagating or, 
if error does not contaminates motion vector, then use decoded motion vector. 

Re claim 5: Again, the applicants only argued that "although the cited portion 
(col. 8, lines 40-50) supports the conclusion that the video decoder described therein 
perform resynchronization, applicants note that Matsumura et al utilizes a self- 
resynchronization variable-length code. The video decoding apparatus of Matsumura 
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does not perform resynchronization in the manner recited in claim 5, which is "upon 
detecting a decoding error during decoding of said coded video stream received for 
each packet, the position of resynchronization is decided based on said unique code 
and said error detection received together with coded data of said header information 
and resynchronization is perform from the bit position of error detection to a unique 
code indicating the beginning of the next block coded data." The examiner maintains 
that, limitation of "the position of resynchronization is decided based on said unique 
code and said error detection received together with coded data of said header 
information is met" by col. 8, line 41 - col. 9, line 12, which states multiplex decoder to 
decide whether synchronization has been recovered and ... the decoder identifies the 
point at which synchronization was recovered referred to below as the 
resynchronization points; and limitation of "resynchronization is perform from the bit 
position of error detection to a unique code indicating the beginning of the next block 
coded data.", is met by figure 10, el. A4-A5 read in conjunction with col. 9, lines 13-25, 
wherein the resynchronization is processed until a new start code is detected. 

Having answered all of the applicants' generic arguments with regard to claims 2- 
3 and 5, the examiner maintains all of his previous rejections and is repeated as below: 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 
2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e)the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
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applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 2, 5 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being anticipated 
by Matsumura et a! (US 5,835,144) as set forth in the previous Office Action. 

Claims 2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Matsumura et al (US 5,835,144) as set forth in the previous Office Action; Matsumura et 
al further discloses said plural kinds of data elements include coded macro block DCT 
coefficient data and motion vector data (col. 4, In. 11-18 and col. 5, In. 26-28) as 
specified in claim 24; and said coded video stream is divided into packets at points of 
change in the kind of said data elements so that motion vector data is provided in 
separate packets than macro block DCT coefficient data (fig. 4, el. 27: MVD=motion 
data is separated from BLOCK DATA=coefficients) as specified in claim 25. 

aaim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3 and 26-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Matsumura et al (US 5,835,144). 

As applied to claim 2 above, Matsumura et al further discloses said plural kinds 
of data elements further include coded video packet header data (fig. 4, el. PSC 
PHEAD) as specified in claim 27; said plural kinds of data elements further include a 
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resynchronization marker, which is detected during decoding to indicate the beginning 
of the next block coded data (col. 8, line 41 - col. 9, line 12) as specified in claim 30. It 
is noted that Matsumura et al does not particularly disclose that based on said error 
detection result received together with each data stream and the position of said 
decoding error detected in the decoding of said each data stream, it is decided whether 
to perform error concealment using decoded motion vectors or abandon said motion 
vectors and said texture data and perform error concealment as specified in claim 3; or 
based on the error detection result received for a packet containing motion vector data, 
said method abandons corresponding coded macro block DCT coefficient data and 
performs error concealment as specified in claim 26; or wherein, based on the error 
-detection result received for a packet containing video packet header data, said method 
abandons corresponding coded macro block DCT coefficient data and performs error 
concealment as specified in claim 28; or wherein, said method performs error 
concealment for a packet containing coded macro block DCT coefficient data using 
motion information when a deciding error did not occur for the motion information as 
specified in claim 29. Since, Matsumura et al further discloses many ways of checking 
for errors (col. 8, In. 55-64 and that inter frame prediction and motion compensation, this 
disclosure implies that when one cannot recover the motion vector, one cannot 
reconstruct the current frame based on the previous and/or future frames and therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the system of Matsumura et al by either using decoded motion 
vectors when the motion vector is not severely corrupted or abandon said motion 
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vectors and said texture (macroblock) data when the motion vector is severely 
corrupted in performing error concealment. Doing so would help to prevent error 
propagating into the next frames. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply Is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nhon T. Diep whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7328. The examiner can normally be reached on m-f. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on 571-272-7418. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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